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Welcome to issue 14 of Vive Charlie entitled, "For those we are about to 
offend... We salute you". As you may or may not be aware, today is Draw 
Mohammed Day and, whilst almost every other publication around the 
world has been bullied into submission not to print Mohammed cartoons, 
we at Vive Charlie remain defiant. 


Freedom of expression is under sustained attack by the religion of violent 
retaliation and has been joined by an increasing number of cowards in 
secular societies, who do not want to "provoke" violent maniacs and 
therefore not only do they want to give up their rights to freedom of 
expression, but restrict those rights for everyone else as well. 


We really don't care what maniacs, useful idiots and cowards think as we 
are absolutely steadfast in our belief that freedom of expression trumps 
religious sensitivities in the civilised world. 


Charlie Hebdo has recently suspended and is considering firing one of its 
writers, Zineb el-Rhazoui, for her continued criticism of the violent ideology 
behind the massacre at their offices in January this year. This is a very 
saddening turn of events and now leaves Vive Charlie as one of a very few 
voices still prepared to criticise and ridicule certain ideas. 


Vive Charlie is a non profit, FREE online satirical magazine with a weekly 
readership in excess of 10,000. We are funded by our co-founders and 
through our readers making pledges via the Patreon website. 


If you would like to support us and help cover our running costs you can 
do so on this LINK 


Good news for 
the model from the Protein 
World advert that upset the 
feminazi chubsters. The team at 
Vive Charlie have included her in 
their new game "Rock the 
Hussy". In other news... 


LX 


| Vive Charlie TV 2 


Charlie Hebdo accused of hypocrisy 
as it suspends journalist after Mother Of Boston Marathon 


death threats over her articles Bomber Says US Will Burn 
attacking Islam 


EU to back 'boat-destroyer' Islamic State militants 
mission in Mediterranean 'smuggled to Europe' 


Man Plotted To Attack ISIS fanatics tweet chilling photos 


New York Muslim Village from European cities counting 
down to 'zero hour' 


Mohammed Morsi, Egypt's ex- School calls police over pupil who 
leader, sentenced to death used a ruler as a pretend sword 


Toa MRD Beare Hebdo Saudi Arabia advertises for eight 


new executioners as beheading 


Cartoonist Resigns 
rate soars 
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ng infidels? Not sure if video games are haram? 
Relax with a Quran approved game straight from Mecca - "Rock the Hussy". 
Play as a holy man and carry out the holy mission: Stone the immodest girls 


whilst avoiding harming the good subjugated Muslim women in burkas. 
What could be more holy? May your violent God go with you. 


Driving а train involves early starts, long 
working days as well as travelling all over the 
country and being away from your family. It's 
a responsible but rather boring and lonely job 
since you have no option to steer the vehicle 
you're driving and neither do you have a great 
deal of choice about the speed you travel at. 
Frankly it's not everyone's cup of tea. Small 
boys often used to claim they wanted to be 
engine drivers while Little girls, quite 
sensibly, rarely did. And now that we're in an 
age where romantic steam locomotives are a 
thing of the past, few people want to drive a 
train, despite it being a well-paid job backed 
up by a powerful trade union. 


However, according to one female MP, there 
simply aren't enough women train drivers in 


the UK. Now, | don't know about you, but! rarely 
bother to make the effort to check the genitalia 
of the person operating the train, plane or bus 
that I'm travelling on as | really don't think it 
matters that much. As long as the person is 
adequately trained (excuse the pun) and has 
been assessed as competent to operate said 
vehicle, then that's good enough for me. 


Not so for Mary Creagh MP, the Labour member 
for Wakefield, who is now a candidate in 
Labour's upcoming leadership election. She 
isn'thappy aboutthis situation; she's nothappy 
at all. And who does she blame for the lack of 
women train drivers in modern Britain? You're 
ahead of me here, aren't you? That's right... 
she's blaming the fictional character of Thomas 
the Tank Engine for a dearth of women on the 


Not so for Mary Creagh MP, the Labour member 
for Wakefield, who is now a candidate in 
Labour's upcoming leadership election. She 
isn'thappy aboutthis situation; she's nothappy 
at all. And who does she blame for the lack of 
women train drivers in modern Britain? You're 
ahead of me here, aren't you? That's right... 
she's blaming the fictional character of Thomas 
the Tank Engine for a dearth of women on the 
footplate. The brave little engine has had 
opprobrium heaped upon him by Ms Creagh 
because Thomas is, in fact, a vile misogynistic 
pig of an engine who doesn't want to share his 
railway with any girl engines. 


So let's examine the evidence, shall we? On the 
fictional Island of Sodor, which was dreamt up 
by Rev Wilbert Awdry, back in the dark and 
equality-free days of 1945, there is a railway 
network that is largely populated by boy trains. 
As wellas Thomasthere is Gordon, Henry, James 
and Percy. Even the other local transport on the 
island is male as can be seen from Terence the 
Tractor, Toby the Tram and Bertie the Bus. The 
whole Island is like some white privileged 
gentlemen's club where females are excluded 
and reduced to menial auxiliary roles. These 
macho engines simply do not welcome females 
unless they are in a supporting role. We can see 
this by the fact that the passenger carriages on 
the (presumably) privatised Sodor Railway 
Company are female. Annie and Clarabel are 
two pretty young girl carriages and it's their job 
to carry passengers but only as passive vessels. 
They have no agency in the form of an engine 
and are entirely reliant on the boy trains for 
their locomotion. They are subservient slaves 
to the male engines. 


Obviously the Sodor Railway Company is a 
capitalist enterprise because the railway is 
presided over by the Fat Controller, a rotund 
figure in a top hat who resembles Soviet-era 
caricatures of what most communists think a 
capitalist looks like. All the Fat Controller needs 
to complete the picture is a large Cuban cigar 
in order to give himself the complete capitalist 
running-dog look. On the other hand, he could 
also be a victim of the Bullingdon engine club 
because attention is often drawn to the Fat 
Controller's corpulence by the naughty boy 
trains in what amounts to being a hideous 
example of fat shaming. 


Now for those of you who are fans of Thomas & 
Friends tv series, you'll no doubt recall that 
there was once an engine called Lady, which 
was a violet-and-gold tank engine with magical 
powers. A long time ago the evil male engine 
called Diesel 10 chased her with his ‘pinchy’ 
claw (clearly a metaphor for a penis) and made 
Lady have an accident. And we all know what 
'accident' really means. 


Frankly, it's not difficult to see that Ms Creagh 
is actually right and that all this patriarchy 
nonsense is clearly off-putting to girls and is 
directly responsible for many women and girls 
choosing not to work as train drivers. To be fair, 
the makers of the Thomas the Tank Engine tv 
series are doing their best to introduce more 
girl trains as role models and ۱ believe the Fat 
Controller is now referred to Sir Topham Hatt, 
So as not to draw attention to his body-image 
issues or to make obese children feel self- 
conscious. 


The more | delve into this whole murky subject, 
the more | realise that the Rev Awdry was a vile 
misogynist and an agent of capitalism who had 
absolutely no regard for women or for the 
downtrodden. You don't even see so much as a 
food bank on the Island of Sodor. These days, 
Thomas the Tank Engine wouldn't even get past 
the editors at any self-respecting right-on 
Bloomsbury-based publishing house as it's a 
totally flawed series filled with totally flawed 
characters. 


Even the Island of Sodor, which the Rev Awdry 
claimed to have based on the Isle of Man, is a 
tax haven, probably full of evil bankers and 
operating a low-tax libertarian regime 
designed to enslave anyone not in possession 
of a penis. If you ask me, the entire series of 
books and films should be withdrawn 
immediately. No amount of tinkering, rewriting 
or even the introduction of female, gay or 
minority ethnictrains will help the UK to recruit 
a railway workforce that is more fully reflective 
of modern Britain. 


It's time Thomas and Friends were derailed. 


Ез 
If the Tories get a 
majority I'll stick a 
firework up my arse 
and light it. 


Labour's Got Talent 


with Uncle Len McCluskey 


The good news is that 
iy you are my candidate so you will 
be next leader of the Labour Party. The 
bad news is that it's the only election 
۳ you will ever win. 


Len has got some other puppetsitc 
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In the first of the Conservatives' two-fingered 
salutes to leftards and Europe - they are 
scrapping the Human Rights Act. 


Chris Grayling had a fair crack at it with an 8 
page document 'drawn up on the back of a fag 
packet' according to detractors. Still better than 
a set of commandments on a stone eh? 


Gove has a new and improved 40 page version 
ready to roll. To save you the tedium of reading 
the bally thing, I have created the Katie Hopkins’ 
Revised Guide to Human Rights. 


Leftards say human rights are universal. Maybe. 
But you need to act half-human to have them. 
Sadly many of you fall well short of the bar. 


1) Right to life: 


This will be begrudgingly maintained. However, 
this does not include the right to an easy life. 
Those indulging in gratuitous poverty on streets 
paved with benefits should start thinking of 
Quality Street as an aspirational chocolate. 


2) Prohibition of torture: 


Let's be clear. The Conservatives are not evil 
people. They are not condoning torture. 


But being sent back to the city in Somalia from 
whence you came will no longer be classed as 
torture purely on the basis it is a bit poor (true 
story). It may lack Waitrose but this does not 
define torture. Tesco is torture. 


3) Being a drunk doesn't count: 
...even if you are a Libyan with a criminal record 


longer than your list of excuses. (73 
prosecutions in the UK). Despite our best efforts 


to deport the raving alcoholic, the ECHR 
decided it would violate his human rights 
because drinking alcohol is illegal in his home 
country. 


You know what they say. Give a man a fish and 
you feed him for a day. Teach a man to enjoy 
cheap Vodka and he'll be drunk for a month. Or 
something. 


4) Right to deport utter bastards: 


If you wish to remain in our great country, do 
not mutilate, rape or kill British people. 
Otherwise, you are going home. 


Idon'tcare if you have a hooked hand, a brother 
called Mo or a sister in Lithuania with chronic 
acne. We are not paying for you to stay. 


5) Right to vote: 


Prisoners, you will not have the right to vote. 
This is because you are not capable of making 
sensible decisions - as evidenced by the fact you 
are now obliged to provide oral favours to your 
cell mate for a cigarette. Have a pleasant stay. 


6) Europe сап chuff off: 


In the indomitable words of Hugh Grant, ‘we 
may be a small country, but we are a great one 
too. A country of Shakespeare, Churchill, the 
Beatles, Harry Potter. David Beckham's right 
foot. David Beckham's left foot, come to that.’ 


Those who join our country to bully us are no 
longer a friend. And since bullies only respond 
to strength, from now onward Britain will be 
much stronger. And if you are a prisoner, a 
foreign criminal or barely human, you should 
be prepared for that. 
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Did Samson's long 
hair give him super work for 
human strength? Jesus 
did it? 


7 Are stars 
tiny objects 


in the sky ( 
that will fall 7” believe the 


probably 


down when £ Earth is 


Jesus comes 
back? 


Сап уои 
ргоуе һе 
doesn't? 


As you have witnessed, a few 
blasts of 10,000 volts have not been 
effective, but I still have another 200 questions 
to ask him, so it could yet yield a positive 
result and cure this young man of his religious 
indoctrination. One thing is for sure, it's 
going to be fun finding out 


Pat Condell - The Trouble With Islam 


Website: www.patcondell.net Twitter: (Opatcondell 


George Carlin Ricky Gervais 
Religion is Bullshit. The Bible 


Whenitcomesto bullshit, big time, major league This is comedy at its best from the Ricky Gervais 
bullshit, you have to stand in awe of religion. stand-up show ‘Animals’. 


1515 use torture device dubbed 
“Тһе Biter' 


to impale women 


who breastfeed in public. 


The female arm of ISIS tortured a woman by 
impaling her breast with a spiked clamp dubbed 
‘The Biter’ after they caught her breast feeding 
her child in public. 


"The Biter', is similar to a Medieval torture tool 
called the ‘Breast Ripper’ or ‘Spider’, is a claw- 
like device with spikes or 'teeth' on the end 
which was used in the Middle Ages to rip off or 
shred the breasts of women accused of 
adultery, abortion or other perceived crimes. 


And the Al-Khansa brigade, which is said to 
include British nationals, has adopted the 
instrument in their questto impose strict Sharia 
law on women in the proclaimed ISIS capital of 
Ragga, Syria. 


Residents in the city say that a woman 
discovered breast feeding her child at the city's 


bus station screamed in pain as Al-Khansa 
militants used the device on her, while a second 
woman, aged 24, said she was tortured for 
wearing a partially see-through Nigab. 


'They arrested те and escorted me to the 
torture chamber, she said. ‘Then they asked me 
to choose between a whip and a biter. I did not 
know what a biter was and I thought it is a 
reduced sentence, I was afraid of whipping, so 
I choose the biter. 


‘Then they brought a sharp object that had a lot 
of teeth and held me, placing it on my chest and 
pressing it strongly. I screamed from the pain. 
They later took me to hospital. 


Т felt then that my femininity had been 
destroyed completely.' 


چس 


Today I'm at Goldsmith's 
Student Union to support my 1 
good friend Bahar Mustafa. She's 
holding a meeting but if you're a 


CIS white male, you can't attend, 
So they got me, a female white 


champagne socialist of privileged J 


background to stop any of 
the wrong sort entering 


Just in case it gets 3 
a bit out of hand and any 
of these white misogynistic 
pigs get physical I’ve invited my 
partner in crime Dusty Daffodil. / 
Say hello Dusty 


I’m here to verbally and 
physically abuse anyone with a 
penis that tries to get in because 
| fucking hate those penis 
carrying pieces of shit 


Am 
why 


n 
"n 
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Everything is running 
smoothly, After viciously 
tongue lashing and accusing 
them of being sexist and racist 
pigs several white men have 
trudged off with their tails 


between their legs 


Hello Owen what 
are you doing here? 


I'm sorry, but the 
Sheer presence of your white 
skin and penis is invading our 
| safe space, you'd better 
leave before ۱ call you nasty 
N names to shame you 
into leaving 


nus 


national union of students 
NO WHITE 
CIS MEN 
ALLOWED 


nus 


national union of, 


envelope if it supported 
equality and diversity 


But surely an all 
inclusive meeting best 
demonstrates diversity 

and equality? 


You questioning my 
reasons is very sexist and 
oppressive and typical of a 


penis carrying supremacist that 24 


seeks to marginalise women 
as inferiors 


?"Now hang on a minute, 
I'm a proud feminist that has 
always supported equality 
for women 


It’s not just about 
7 equality Owen it about gaining 
revenge for generations of oppression 
at the hands of white privileged men 
like you, which will help me come to 
3 terms with this massive chip 
on my shoulder 


're also a pussy Owen, 
but having a mangina doesn't 
qualify you as CIS so you'd 
better leave or ۲۱۱ be forced 
to call Dusty Daffodil 


Not only will you not 
leave as requested, you're now 


{ casting unfounded allegations to try 
nd mask your oppressive sexist 
invasion of my safe space. 


nus 


national ипіор^” ۳ 
I'm not privileged, | 


come from a very working 
class background, I'm from а 


Stockport council estate 


Oh I see, you can't defend 
your position so you resort to 
childish ad hominem 


nus 


national union of studen 
I'm just pointing out that 


this meeting isn't promoting 
diversity or equality 


Listen here you little shit 
weasel, if you don't fuck off right 


now I'm going to tear you a new arse 
hole and then phone the police accusing 
you of sexually harassing me. Then I'll 
start up a petition on change dot org to 
have you castrated and then plaster 
it all over social media 


A went on to influence the world 
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If Charlie is racist, then so am I 


by Zineb el-Rhazoui 


I learned in the press that I have a terrible 
disease. The diagnosis, by Olivier Cyran on the 
website Article 11, is definitive: I am a racist. 
Being of French citizenship, I was anxious to 
identify which races were likely to activate my 
white-woman antibodies before the malady 
could advance any further. My suspicions 
naturally gravitated to the descendants ofthose 
exotic hordes who are said to be invading Old 
France to steal our bread, my bread. The 
Chinese? I've received no Asian complaint on 
this score. The blacks of Africa and elsewhere? 
That happens to be the color of the man I love. 
The drinkers of vodka? I just came back from a 
year's exile in Slovenia and don't especially 
remember being allergic to Slavic charms. Who 
then? "Whites"? I wouldn't venture to think 
Olivier Cyran could adhere to the theory of 
"anti-white racism." No. I didn't have to make it 
far into the piece to be reassured that his 
diagnosis was more precise: my racism, thank 
God (that idiot), is only aimed at Muslims, and 
I contracted this dangerous syndrome from the 
editorial staff of Charlie Hebdo. Ап 
occupational illness, then. Because Olivier 
Cyran is himself a veteran of the shop, though 
Inever had the pleasure of meeting him — since 
he had the luck, and the balls, according to him, 
to get out before the infection could spread 
through the paper. 


Olivier, you start from the premise that the 
Muslims of Azerbaijan, of Bosnia, of Malaysia, 
Egypt or Burkina Faso, represent a single whole 
that can be designated as a "race." Well, it so 
happens that that's the one I belong to. The fact 
that I'm an atheist, and proud of it? It makes no 
difference, since you don't ask us what we think; 
you talk about racism, and therefore race. I 
won't keep beating around the bush, since I 
don't doubt for a second that, like me, you 
perfectly understand the distinction between a 
religion and a race. If you make this lamentable 
conflation, it's because you engage in a 
sociological fallacy whose origins lie in the 


ors and contributors 
me day. 


conflation, it's because you engage in a 
sociological fallacy whose origins lie in the 
demography of France: our Muslims are most 
often those we call "Arabs." I'm sort of starting 
to understand why you speak of racism. But let's 
try to be precise: we're not talking about the 
Arabs of Lebanon, who are rarely encountered 
in the French projects, nor the persecuted Arab 
Ahwazi minority of Iran, whom nobody in 
France talks about, and certainly not the Arabs 
of Qatar who keep Louis Vuitton in business. 
No, you're talking about the "Arabs" of North 
Africa. (And here again, it so happens to be the 
"race" from whence I sprang). Moreover, for 
your information, those "Arabs" aren't always 
Arabs. The best-informed people in France 
know that they are Berbers, a word of Greek 
origin, “Bearded,” which refers to us Amazighes, 
Imazighen — Free Men, as we like to call 
ourselves. Iam thus triply qualified to dispel the 
obvious confusion you manifest when you 
identify those you claim to be defending: the 
Muslim race. 


A Muslim you will stay 


Among the individuals that you assign to this 
racial category, there are militant atheists like 
me, obviously secularist [laique]. There are 
atheists who have other fish to fry, they are 
secularists too. There are atheists who love 
Charlie Hebdo and support it; others less so or 
not at all. There are agnostics, skeptics, free- 
thinkers, deists; they are secularists as well. 
There are believers who are non-practicing but 
politically Islamist, practicing but secularist, or 
even those with “no opinion,” whose daily lives 
do not suffer because of Charlie Hebdo. There 
are converts to Christianity — and oh, are they 
secularist, for they've endured the terrors of 
theocracy in their countries of origin. And finally 
there are the fundamentalists [intégristes], the 
militant Islamists, the adherents of an identity 
defined above all by religion, and those are the 
ones you have chosen to defend. Those are the 


ones who, given the reality of French laicité, 
have no other choice than to cry racism, a tear 
in their eye and a hand on their heart, on the 
pretext that their "religious feelings" have been 
mocked by a drawing in Charlie. Among them 
you will find many who stand for laicité in France 
but vote Ennahda in Tunisia, who do their 
shopping at a Parisian halal butcher but would 
cry scandal if an eccentric decided to open a 
charcuterie in Jeddah. Who are outraged when 
a day care centre fires a veiled employee but 
say nothing when someone they know forces 
his daughter to wear the veil. They are a 
minority. But they are the standard to which you 
have chosen to align the identity of all of us. 


Enough generalities, which I didn't think a man 
of the pen needed to be reminded of. If I've 
taken up mine to answer you, it is not solely to 
defend myself from racism, but above all 
because in my journalist's memory I have rarely 
resented an opinion column as much as I did 
yours. If you will allow an Arab to address her 
own complaint, let me tell you that your rhetoric 
and arguments are the most sophisticated 
variety of racism that exists in France. Rare are 
those today who would risk shouting from the 
rooftops, "Ragheads Out!" The extremists who 
would do so would immediately be jeered by 
you, by me, and by a majority of the French 
people. First of all, you quote Bernard Maris, 
Catherine, Charb, Caroline Fourest. What about 
me, what about me! You preferred to omit my 
name, when it was my articles that you pointed 
to as dangerously “Islamophobic,” thus, 
according to you, necessarily racist. Frankly, I 
wondered why, and I see only two options: 


Either 


1. you didn't want to let Charlie Hebdo's 
detractors (who can only subscribe to your 
thinking if they never read the paper) know that 
the author of these racist ravings belongs 
precisely to the Muslim "race," or 


2. you simply didn't think that, as a 
person, I was worth naming, since in a fascist 
rag like Charlie I couldn't be anything but the 
house Arab. 


I must have been hired as an alibi, so that 
Charlie could hit its diversity quota, but you 
could never imagine that I could be brought on 


staff for the same reasons that you were. An 
Olivier, of course, is hired for his professional 
qualities; a Zineb is only hired by affirmative 
action. Or maybe you spared me because in my 
case you have no personal scores to settle, as 
you do with a fair number of your former 
colleagues. In that case, I would have readers 
seek the motives behind your article 
somewhere other than the realm of ideas. 


Racism by omission 


A Zineb who spits on Islam, that's beyond you, 
isn't it? It disconcerts you so much that you 
preferred notto name me, so as notto introduce 
any doubt as to the veracity of your accusations 
of racism against us, the journalists of Charlie. 
If the expression “spit on Islam” shocks you, let 
me answer you on that too. Why the hell is a 
“white person” who spits on Christianity an 
anticlerical, but an Arab who spits on Islam is 
alienated, an alibi, a house Arab, an incoherence 
that one would prefer not even to name? Why? 
Do you think that people of my race, and myself, 
are congenitally sealed off from the ubiquitous 
ideas of atheism and anticlericalism? Or is it that 
you think that unlike other peoples, our identity 
is solely structured by religion? What is left of 
an Arab when he no longer has Islam? To listen 
to you, a person like me must be some kind of 
harki of the Koran, we are traitors so profoundly 
stricken by a racial complex that we harbor a 
single regret, that of not being white. As for me, 
my interactions with Muslims and Arabs did not 
begin with the [1983] Marche des beurs. I'm 
what is called a blédarde, born in Morocco to an 
indigenous father and French mother. It's there 
that I was educated and began my career as a 
journalist in a weekly paper that was shut down 
by the regime in 2010. My colleagues from the 
old country can explain to you how, in 2006, the 
Moroccan police state, which had other scores 
to settle with us, organized а fake 
demonstration of Islamists in front of the office 
of the Journal Hebdo, which was accused of 
having published Charlie's caricatures. In 
reality, itwas a photo of a random person seated 
at a café terrace holding a copy of Charlie 
Hebdo. I can also tell you that your piece in 
Article11 was posted on Moroccan websites, the 
same kind of sites that would never dare to poke 
their noses into a corruption scandal involving 
the King, for example. I won't hide from you that 
on this one you managed to make not only the 


Islamists happy but also the Moroccan 
dictatorship that forced me and several of my 
colleagues into exile, and which continues to 
harass us as traitors to the nation, henchmen 
of foreign powers hostile to Morocco, even to 
Islam. A piece like yours is worth its weight in 
gold to the royalist police agents, who 
sponsored a “dossier” against Charlie published 
in a gutter newspaper in Casablanca. It informs 
readers that, among other things, the Molotov 
cocktail attack on Charlie's offices in November 
2011 was an insurance fraud, and that Charb 
drives a Ferrari thanks to all the dough we make. 
I don't know if you've heard from Charb since 
you left the paper, but he still hasn't passed his 
driving test. In another Morroccan article on 
Charlie, I learned I'd been hired because I had 
slept with Caroline Fourest and that my 
reporting was financed by the Algerian, 
Spanish, Israeli secret services. Clearly a 
raghead can't really be hired for the same 
reasons as an Olivier. 


My friend, I know you have nothing to do with 
the whole journalistic sewer that serves the 
Mohammed VI dictatorship. I simply want to 
show you who you're making happy, if my 
pieces on Islam might occasionally please a few 
members of the Front Nationale. 


You see, Olivier, as a blédarde born in the 
Maghreb, assigned against my will to a religious 
pigeonhole, not only by you, but above all by a 
theocratic state that does not allow me to 
choose my faith and which governs my personal 
status by religious laws, Ihave always wondered 
why guys like you lie down before Islamist 
propaganda. The laws of my country do not 
grant me a quarter ofthe rights you acquired at 
birth, and if I were to be attacked or raped in 
the streets of Casablanca by a barbu, as has 
been promised in hundreds of emails — never 
taken seriously by the Morroccan police — the 
websites that posted your article will definitely 
say I was asking for it because I don't respect 
Islam. And you here in France, in a secularist 
state, you rehash, without grasping its 
implications, this whole moralizing discourse 
about how one must "respect Islam," as 
demanded by the Islamists, who do not ask 
whether Islam respects other religions, or other 
people. Why the hell should I respect Islam? 
Does it respect me? The day Islam shows the 
slightest bit of consideration to women, first of 


all, and secondly toward free-thinkers, I 
promise you I will rethink my positions. 


The Front Nationale? Don't know them 


It is not in order to please the Front Nationale 
that I fight alongside all the atheists of 
Morrocco, Tunisia, Egypt, or Palestine. Because 
believe me, a lot of virulent atheists in the Arab 
world — so virulent they regularly spend time 
in jail for blasphemy — have never heard of 
Marine Le Pen, and couldn't possibly care if what 
they say pleases the French far right, because 
they're too busy fighting their own far right: 
Islamism. If you will permit us, we 
"Islamophobes" of the Muslim race think the 
liberation of our societies will necessarily come 
through emancipation from the yoke of state 
religion. Since that is what Islam is more or less 
everywhere in the so-called Arab countries, 
you'll also find there a strong opposition to 
theocracy, which is fed not only by the universal 
idea of separation of church and state but also 
by the skepticism and historicization of Islamic 
texts. We permit ourselves just about anything, 
such as, for example, thinking that Mohammed, 
and even Allah, are not unrepresentable. 
Caricatures, parodies оҒ Когапіс verses 
orhadiths, you just have to look around on our 
internet forums to see that Charlie was not the 
original source here. 


You've got to understand us, because you see, 
centuries after his death Mohammed is still 
imposing his law. He is, in a manner of speaking, 
the head of state of this Umma that deprives us 
of our freedom of thought, and which forbids 
me, for example, to inherit property equally 
with my brothers or to marry a man of my 
choosing. Why would you, an anti-authoritarian, 
want a man with as much power as him to be 
exempt from critique? Because, when I speak to 
you of laws, I am not referring to obsolete 
Koranic decrees but to the positive laws in our 
countries, to the civil code that governs our 
marriages, divorces, inheritances, сһИа 
custody, etc. Yes, it's Mohammed, in the name 
of Allah, who decides, and not us, free people 
who are equal to you. Let me tell you that for all 
these reasons, it will not be the official 
representatives of the Islamic denomination in 
Europe, whose platitudes you adopt, and who 
themselves take good advantage of the joys of 
secularism, who will fix the limits of our freedom 


of expression. Make no mistake, Olivier, 
because antiracism is on the side of Charlie 
Hebdo, which opens its pages to people like me 
who cannot speak out in their own country 
under penalty of prison or attack, and not on 
yours, you who agree to hand the entire 
“Muslim race" over to its self-proclaimed clergy. 
Charlie is aware of the intellectual and 
ideological ferment that is animating the 
Muslim world, it has understood that a war is 
on between freedom and politico-Islamist 
dictatorship, whether you date it to before or 
after the Arab Spring, and Charlie has quite 
simply chosen its camp. Ours, like its, is that of 
the anticlericals. If blasphemy is a right for the 
heirs of Christian civilization, why do you deny 
itto Muslims? Why is anIslamicstate acceptable 
in Tunisia or Egypt, but not in France? Isn't that 
what racism is? 


The art of muzzling criticism 


Far be it from me to force this analysis on you. 
While it flows logically from your reading, I 
wouldn'tgo so far as to say that you would adopt 
it. I've tried to uncover the reason you've fallen 
into such a trap, and I've found it in the fallacy 
that serves to cement your argument. 
“Headscarves, high heels, even a T-shirt made 
in Bangladesh, none of them matter to me when 
the person underneath is deserving of respect,” 
you say in your article. The honorable 
philanthropic intention you show unfortunately 
conflates the critique of ideas with the critique 
of persons. Let's remember that the basis of all 
sound rhetoric is always to avoid the 
argumentum ad hominem. Inversely, to abhor 
an idea must never lead to its personification. 
Critiquing the headscarf is not the same as 
humiliating every woman who wears it, any 
more than critiquing Islam amounts to jeering 
every Muslim. The veiled women in my family 
are less sensitive than you are when it comes to 
this. Even though I do not hide my aversion to 
the bit of fabric they wear on their heads, they 
understand that that it in no way detracts from 
the affection and respect that I have — or don't 
have — for them, for simply human reasons. In 
committing this fallacy, you once again adopt 
the arguments of the watchdogs of 
Islamophobia. Lacking the religious laws that 
aretheirtool of power in Muslim countries, they 
seize on antiracist laws in France to silence 
detractors of their beliefs. They are dying to 


have us admit that critiquing the headscarf 
means denying dignity to those who wear it, and 
therefore it's racism. Critiquing Mohammed 
means humiliating every Muslim on an 
individual basis, and therefore it's racism. That's 
their equation, and you, Olivier, you took the 
bait. 


Not me. Because the specter of racism that you 
50 fear — to the point that you anoint the 
arguments of the Islamic far right, and cast 
stones at your former colleagues in order to 
escape all suspicion — doesn't scare me. Itis so 
absurd to suspect me of racism that even you 
prefer to suppress my name from your article, 
though you mentioned all the others. As the 
Arab whose name you preferred not to cite, I 
experienced your piece as racist because you 
forced me, the Arab, to defend my colleagues, 
the whites. Why should I have more legitimacy 
than them to advance these ideas? Why does 
your article force me to bring up my name and 
my identity? I would have you think about that. 
You deny me the right to critique the religion I 
studied as a mandatory subject in school, from 
preschool to graduation, and which still today 
forbids me from staying in the same hotel room 
as my boyfriend when I want to spend a 
weekend in Marrakech, on the pretext that we 
don't have a fornication certificate signed by 
Mohammed. As for my colleagues at Charlie, 
they clearly oughtto shut up, or draw Christmas 
trees every time they get the notion to criticize 
Islamic dictatorship, on the grounds thatthey're 
white. Nice definition of antiracism. 


If you've read nothing other than Malek Chebel, 
the most vulgarized exponent of Islam-the- 
religion-of-peace-and-love, I strongly urge you 
to buy a Sira book first, to get an idea of the 
teachings of Mohammed, and you tell me if you 
still think it's disgusting to critique them. 
Otherwise, go take a tour of the Salafist 
bookstores that are popping up everywhere in 
the Paris region, and tell me if you still thinkthat 
hatred is on the side ofCharlie Hebdo. 
Furthermore, be aware thatthe increase intheir 
number over the past fifteen years or so — the 
period whenCharlie, you say, curiously started 
to take an interest in them — in no way 
corresponds to any demographic explosion of 
Muslims in France, but rather to an ideological 
shift financed by petrodollars, involving a 
radicalized minority of Muslims. 


Enlightened minds, learn Islam! 


You will find many pearls in these books, such 
as le mariage de jouissance [Zawaj al-Mut'a]. 
Practiced in times of war by Muslims, this 
unilateral marriage contract — since it's the 
conquering warrior who decides — can last an 
hour, two hours, or a few days, and is intended 
to allowAllah’s fighters to drain their balls (sorry 
for the vulgarity, but it's impossible to call it 
anything else) during their razzias. It appears 
that this is what happened in Syria in this 
byzantine story of the "sexual jihad." In your 
article, you quoted a piece in Charlie, of which 
I was the author, which addressed this subject 
and which you described as a "pseudo- 
investigation" based оп ап abominable 
Islamophobic rumor. I concede that neither you 
norIwereonthe ground to witness the practice, 
given the difficult conditions of journalism in 
Syria at the moment. But for you it was sufficient 
that [Saudi preacher] Mohamad al-Arefe denied 
the fatwa that was attributed to him — urging 
that the jihadists be resupplied with women — 
for all of this to be unfounded. Do you think the 
FIS in Algeria, or Al-Qaeda everywhere else, 
needed al-Arefe in order to make use of it? You 
also refer to another of my articles, again 
without naming me, and quote the teaser to 
illustrate Charlie Hebdo's dangerous drift 
towards nationalism. 


In your view, this piece about a group of Belgian 
Salafists was denouncing the threat of our 
Christian West being invaded by barbarian 
Muslim hordes. “Will fries soon all be halal?” I 
asked. You forgot to mention that the hapless 
hero of my piece was a [white] Belgian convert 
named Jean-Louis, a.k.a. le soumis. This is no 
issue of racism, but rather of fundamentalism. 
Since the article came out, the tall redhead was 
arrested over a recruitment cell for jihad in 
Syria. You would think I wasn't totally wrong to 
take an interest in his case. 


You see, Olivier, this Charlie Hebdo that was 
totally not racist when you were working there, 
but which inexorably became so after you left 
it, does not need anti-racist lessons from you, 
and it's the Arab who's telling you so. Personally, 
I never worked with [Philippe] Val and I don't 
know if I would have been able, as you were, to 
listen to his encomiums to Israel, a racist and 
colonial state, at every editorial meeting in order 
to keep my job. For me, it's the pen of Charb, 
one of the most pro-Palestinian writers in the 
French press, with which | find affinity. Charb, 
because of this lynching to which you are 
contributing through the confusion of your 
ideas, is today being threatened by al-Qaeda 
and lives under police protection. So which side 
is hatred on? 


This is the appearance that led to Zineb El Rhazoui being suspended by Charlie Hebdo 


This only becomes offensive when one of the four pictures is identified 
as Mohammed. Only then will the sword of blashpemy fall on one's neck. 


Неге we go: McClatchy suggests limits on free 
speech after Texas jihad shooting by robert spencer 


Robert Spencer is the director of Jihad Watch and author of the New York 


Times bestsellers The Politically Incorrect Guide to Islam (and the Crusades) 


and The Truth About Muhammad. His latest book is Arab Winter Comes to 
America: The Truth About the War We're In. Follow him on Twitter here. Like 


him on Facebook here. 


You knew this was coming. It was inevitable. We 
have seen it before. 


When the Obama Administration blamed the 
Benghazi jihad attack on a video about 
Muhammad, there were calls in the mainstream 
media for restrictions on the freedom of speech. 
Eric Posner in Slate derided the First 
Amendment's “sacred status” and declared that 
“Americans need to learn that the rest of the 
world—and not just Muslims—see no sense in 
the First Amendment. Even other Western 
nations take a more circumspect position on 
freedom of expression than we do, realizing that 
often free speech must yield to other values and 
the need for order.” 


In the Los Angeles Times, Sarah Chayes noted 
that “the current standard for restricting speech 
— or punishing it after it has in fact caused 
violence — was laid out in the 1969 case 
Brandenburg vs. Ohio. Under the narrower 
guidelines, only speech that has the intent and 
the likelihood of inciting imminent violence or 
lawbreaking can be limited.” She then argued at 
length that the Muhammad video did indeed 
have the likelihood of inciting imminent 
violence, and should thus be banned. Her article 
was a Sleazy and dishonest sleight of hand, as 
the law is that speech that calls for violence can 
be banned, whereas she was arguing that 
speech that doesn't call for violence, but that 
might make people who oppose it behave 
violently, should be banned. That would be to 
enshrine the heckler's veto into law and to 
enable Islamic jihadis to silence anyone they 
disliked simply by killing someone. 


And in the Washington Post, the vile gutter thug 
Nathan Lean (who has repeatedly published on 
Twitter what he thinks is my home address and 
places I frequent, in a transparent attempt to 
endanger me and those around me, and/or to 
frighten me into silence) declared: "The voices 


of hate that hope to fracture our society along 
religious lines should have no place in our public 
discourse." Who would decide which are the 
"voices of hate" that should be silenced? People 
like Nathan Lean, of course - that is, purveyors 
of the "Islamophobia" myth who are 
determined to silence anyone and everyone 
who dares raise the slightest objection to the 
advancing jihad. 


And now, Lindsay Wise and Jonathan S. Landay 
of McClatchy wish that Pamela Geller andIcould 
be prosecuted for standing for free speech 
against violent intimidation, and describe 
completely wrongly the concept of "fighting 
words," which is actually about words spoken in 
an actual fight situation, not about an innocuous 
activity that others find so provocative as to 
commit murder. 


The free world is going quietly. 


"After Texas shooting: If free speech is 
provocative, should there be limits?," by Lindsay 
Wise and Jonathan S. Landay, McClatchy, May 4, 
2015 (thanks to Jerk Chicken): 


WASHINGTON — Organizers ofthe Muhammad 
Art Exhibit in Garland, Texas, knew violence was 
a possibility. 


They shelled out $10,000 for extra security to 
patrol the controversial event, which featured a 
speech by a Dutch politician who's on al Qaida's 
"hit list" and a contest for the best cartoon of 
the Prophet Muhammad. Local law 
enforcement was on the alert. A SWAT team and 
a bomb squad patrolled. 


The two gunmen who opened fire with assault 
weapons outside the exhibit on Sunday were 
killed by a police officer. They have been 
identified by law enforcement as Elton Simpson 
and Nadir Soofi, both of Phoenix. They appear, 


from social media posts, to have been motivated 
by a desire to become mujahedeen, or holy 
warriors. 


Shariah is Light @atawaakul 4h 
The bro with me and myself have given 
bay'ah to Amirul Mu'mineen. May Allah 
accept us as mujahideen. 

Make dua 


#texasattack 


The attack highlights the tensions between 
protecting Americans’ treasured right to 
freedom of expression and preserving public 
safety, and it raises questions about when - if 
ever - government should intervene. 


There are two exceptions from the 
constitutional right to free speech - defamation 
and the doctrine of "fighting words" or 
“incitement,” said John Szmer, an associate 
professor of political science and а 
constitutional law expert at the University of 
North Carolina at Charlotte. 


“Fighting words is the idea that you are saying 
something that is so offensive that it will lead to 
an immediate breach of the peace,” Szmer 
explained. “In other words, you are saying 
something and you should expect a violent 
reaction by other people.” 


The exhibit of cartoons in Texas might have 
crossed the line, Szmer said. 


“I don't think it is unreasonable to expect what 
they were doing would incite a violent reaction," 
he said. 


Organizers knew, he said, that caricatures of the 
Prophet Muhammad, which many Muslims 
consider insulting, have sparked violence 
before. In a recent case that drew worldwide 
attention, gunmen claiming allegiance with the 
self-described Islamic State killed 12 people in 
an attack on the Paris offices of the French 
magazine Charlie Hebdo, which was known for 
satirical depictions of the Prophet Muhammad. 


On the other hand, "fighting words can 
contradict the basic values that underlie 
freedom of speech," Szmer said. "The views 
being expressed atthe conference could be seen 


as social commentary. Political and social 
speech should be protected. You are arguably 
talking about social commentary." 


It's unlikely that the issue will be tested in the 
Garland case, however, because prosecutors in 
Texas almost certainly won't press charges 
against the conference organizers, he said. 


The anti-Islam group that organized the art 
exhibit and contest in Garland is the American 
Freedom Defense Initiative, whose mission is 
the preservation "of freedom of speech, 
freedom of religion and equal rights for all,” 
according to its Facebook page.... 


The gunmen's violent actions will end up 
drawing undeserved attention to the hateful 
message spread by Geller's group, said David 
Schanzer, a professor at Duke University’s 
Sanford School of Public Policy and director of 
the Triangle Center on Terrorism and Homeland 
Security. 


"Any efforts to censor them or restrict their 
rights will just play into their agenda, which is 
to antagonize and spread a pretty vile message,” 
Schanzer said. 


What exactly is vile about standing up for the 
freedom of speech, the freedom of conscience, 
and the equality of rights of all people before 
thelaw, Schanzer? You're just libeling, not giving 
a reasoned argument. 


The best way to fight against people you 
disagree with is to confront their ideas, he said. 
“I think their ideas are both wrong and actually 
makes problems worse through their actions," 
Schanzer said. Echoing Supreme Court Justice 
Louis Brandeis' well-known sentiment from 
1927, he added: "I say we go against them by 
fighting speech with more speech."... 


This is rich. I have offered to have a public 
discussion or debate with virtually every 
significant Muslim leader on the scene. They 
have all contemptuously refused. They don't 
want to fight speech with more speech. They 
don't want to confront our ideas. They want to 
smear us, defame us, marginalize us, and 
destroy us utterly. That is how the Left and the 
Islamic supremacists work these days. 
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Happy Draw Mohammed Day! 


Islamic Supremacism 


A ۲ 
۹۰ 


In the ongoing debate (or debacle) concerning free 
speech/expression and Muslim grievance - most 
recently on exhibition at Garland, where two 
"jihadis" opened fire on a “Prophet Muhammad" 
art contest organized by Pamela Geller - one 
thing has become clear: the things non-Muslims 
can do to provoke Islamic violence is limitless and 
far exceeds cartoons. 


Writes Victor Davis Hanson for example: 


[Pamela] Geller, and not the jihadists who sought 
to kill those with whom they disagreed, was 
supposedly at Fault. Her critics could not Agure 
out that radical Muslims object not just to 
caricatures and cartoons, but to any iconographic 
representation of Mohammed. Had Geller offered 
invitations to artists to compete for the most 
majestic statue of the Prophet, jihadists might 
still have tried to use violence to stop it. Had she 
held a beauty pageant for gay Muslims ora public 
wedding for gay Muslim couples, jihadists would 
certainly have shown up. Had she offered a 
contest for the bravest Islamic apostates, 
jihadists would have galvanized to kill the non- 
believers. Had she organized a support rally for 
Israel, jihadists might well have tried to kill the 
innocent, as they did in Paris when they 
murderously attacked a kosher market. 


But it's even worse than that. The list of thines 
that non-Muslims can do to provoke Islamic 
violence grows by the day and accords well with 
the list of things subjugated “infidels” must never 
do lest they provoke their Islamic overlords as 
laid out by Islamic law, or Sharia. 


As such, the West needs finally to come to terms 
with the root source of these ubiquitous, easily 
sparked “Muslim grievances.” 


Enter Muslim supremacism. 
Islamic doctrine - which teaches that Muslims 
are superior to non-Muslims, who are further 


compared to dogs and cattle - imbues Muslims 
with this sense of supremacism over the rest of 


mankind. And a good portion of Islamic history 
- when Muslims were for centuries on the 


The True Source of Muslim ‘Grievances’ By Raymond Ibrahim 


Raymond Ibrahim is a Middle East and Islam specialist and author of Crucified Again. Ibrahim's 
dual-background -- born and raised in the U.S. by Coptic Egyptian parents born and raised in 
the Middle East -- has provided him with unique advantages, from equal fluency in English 
and Arabic, to an equal understanding of the Western and Middle Eastern mindsets, positioning 
him to explain the latter to the former. 


warpath, subjugating large swathes of the Old 
Word - further enforces it. 


This sense of Islamic supremacism was 
dramatically humbled after European powers 
defeated and colonized much of the Muslim 
world. Bred on the notion that “might makes 
right,” Muslims, for a time, even began emulating 
the unapologetic and triumphant West. Turkey, 
for example, went from being the epitome of 
Islamic supremacy and jihad against Christian 
Europe for five centuries to emulating Europe in 
ай ways, becoming perhaps the most 
Westernized/secularized “Muslim” nation by the 
mid-1900s. 


Today, however, as Western peoples willingly 
capitulate to Islamic mores - in the name оҒ 
tolerance, multiculturalism, political correctness, 
or just plain cowardice - Muslims are becoming 
more emboldened, making more demands and 
threats, as they realize they need not militarily 
defeat the West in order to resuscitate their 
supremacist birthright. (More appeasement from 
the bullied always brings about more demands 
from the bully.) 


To understand all this, one need only look to 
Muslim behavior where it is dominant and not in 
need of pretense, that is, in the Muslim world. 
There, non-Muslim minorities are habitually 
treated as inferiors. But unlike the many Western 
appeasers who willingly accept a subservient role 
to Islam, these religious minorities һауе no choice 
in the matter. 


Thus in Pakistan, as Christian children were 
singing carols inside their church, Muslim men 
from a nearby mosque barged in with an axe, 
destroyed the furniture and altar, and beat the 
children. Their justification for such violence? 
“You are disturbing our prayers.... How dare you 
use the mike and speakers?” 


And when a Muslim slapped a Christian and the 
latter reciprocated, the Muslim exclaimed “How 


dare a Christian slap me?!” Anti-Christian 
violence immediately ensued. 


Such is what | сай the “How Dare You?!” 
phenomenon. Remember it next time 
"progressive" media, politicians, and other talking 
heads tell you that Muslim mayhem апа 
outbursts are products of grievances. Missing 
from their rationale is the supremacist base of 
these grievances. 


The Conditions of Omar, a Foundational medieval 
Muslim text dealing with how subjugated 
“infidels” must behave, spells out their inferiority 
vis-a-vis Muslims. Among other stipulations, it 
commands conquered Christians not to raise 
their “voices during prayer orreadings in churches 
anywhere near Muslims” (hence the axe-attack 
in Pakistan). It also commands them not to 
display any signs of Christianity - specifically 
Bibles and crosses - not to build churches, and 
not to criticize the prophet. (See Crucified Again: 


Exposing Islam's New War on Christians for my 
translation of "The Conditions of Omar") 


IF the supremacist nature of Islamic law is still 
not clear enough, the Conditions literally 
commands Christians to give up their seats to 
Muslims as a show of respect. 


By way of analogy, consider when Rosa Parks, a 
black woman, refused to give up her bus seat to 
white passengers. Any white supremacist at the 
time had sincere grievances: how dare she think 
herself equal? 


But were such grievances legitimate? Should 
they have been accommodated? 


Likewise, are the endless “grievances” of Muslims 
legitimate and should they be accommodated? 
These are the questions missing from the debate 
about easily bruised Muslim sensitivities. 


One can go on and on with examples from all 
around the Islamic world: 


In Turkey, a Bible publishing house was once 
stormed and three of its Christian employees 
tortured, disemboweled, and finally murdered. 
One suspect later said: “We didn’t do this for 
ourselves, but for our religion [Islam]... Our 
religion is being destroyed.” 


In Egypt, after a 17-year-old Christian student 
refused to obey his Muslim teacher's orders to 
cover up his cross, the teacher and some Muslim 
students attacked, beat, and ultimately 


murdered the youth. 


These Turkish and Egyptian Muslims were truly 
aggrieved: As seen, Islam's Conditionsmakes 
clear that Christians must not "produce a cross 
or Bible" around Muslims. How dare the Egyptian 
student and Turkish Bible publishers refuse to 
comply—thus grieving Muslims into murdering 
them? 


In Indonesia, where it is becoming next to 
impossible for Christians to build churches, 
Christians often congregate outside to celebrate 
Christmas—only to be attacked by Muslims 
hurling cow dung and bags of urine at the 
Christians as they pray. These Muslims are also 
sincerely aggrieved: how dare these Christians 
think they can be a church when the Conditions 
Forbid it? 


In short, anytime non-Muslims dare to overstep 
their Sharia-designated “inferior” status—which 
far exceeds drawing cartoons—supremacist 
Muslims become violently aggrieved. 


From here, one can begin to understand the 
ultimate Muslim grievance: Israel. 


For if “infidel” Christian minorities are deemed 
inferior and attacked by aggrieved Muslims for 
exercising their basic human rights, like freedom 
of worship, how must Muslims feel about Jews— 
the descendants of pigs and apes, according to 
the Koran—exercising power and authority over 
fellow Muslims in what is perceived to be Muslim 
land? 


How dare they?! 


OF course, if grievances against Israel were really 
about justice and displaced Palestinians, Muslims 
—and their Western appeasers—would be 
aggrieved by the fact that millions of Christians 
are currently being displaced by Muslim invaders. 


Needless to say, they are not. 


So the next time you hear that Muslim rage and 
terrorism are products of grievances—from 
cartoons to territorial disputes and everything in 
between—remember that this is absolutely true. 
But these “grievances” are not predicated on any 
human standards of equality or justice, only a 
supremacist worldview. 


Article provided courtesy of: 


www.raymondibrahim.com 


Hello and welcome to a new 
series of 'Who Wants to be a Martyr Live 
on Air?', with me Osama Bin Laden. The aim 
the show is to lure dumbass bags of skin r " rm 
into becoming a suicide bomber by offering ®» 
this great suicide vest as our star prize and | rill 
in the afterlife a place in paradise | 4 | | А | | 
with 72 virgins. | ۱ ] 
444111149, 


Our contestants will be asked 
a series of questions and each time 
they get one correct they move up the 
scoreboard. If they answer all 8 questions 
correctly then its off to Jannah they go via 
a big bang in a crowded civilian area. 


If a contestant gets stuck 
on a question then they have 
three options, 5۵/50 where we will 
take away two wrong answers, 'ask 
Allah' where they can speak to Allah 
on the phone, or they can choose to 
torture a member of the audience 
for the answer. 


Our first contestant is 
brother Anjem who lives on 
Benefits Street in England. He is 
a hate preacher and promoter | As-Salaam-Alaikum 
of global Sharia. He is currently Brother Osama 
on Jihad Seekers' Allowance but 
he's looking for a permanent 
role as a martyr in Paradise 


OK, Question one. 7 
According to Muslamic I'm not a 100% 
scripture, where does sure so l'Il go 50/50 
the Sun set? 


Yes it does, it 
was a toss up between 
OK, we've taken somewhere over the 
away two wrong answers] rainbow and in a murky 
Does that help you? pond, so my answer is 
В - In a murky pond 


YES, that's correct. 
Well done that gets you 
onto the scoreboard 
with 1 virgin 


According to Muslamic scripture, where does the Sun set? 


OK, Question two. , 5 
Which of the following is That one's easy, it's 
NOT a punishment for D: Smacked bottom ү 
causing mischief? 5 


V YES, that's correct. 
Well done that moves 
you up the scoreboard 

with 2 virgins 


س Which of the following is NOT а punishment for causing mischief?‏ بے 


B A: Amputated hand 5 B: Aputated foot ۳ 


| think this is а 
trick question, so I'll 
OK, question three. torture a member of the 
What is the punishment studio audience for 
for drawing Muhammed? the answer. 


=== С: Death by AK47 = D: $10,000 prize — 


TO BE CONTINUED NEXT WEEK... 


BREE MAP BADAN 


Raif is not а criminal - he is a prisoner of conscience who called for free speech on his 
website. His treatment by authorities in Saudi Arabia has been nothing short of a vicious 
act of cruelty. 


Raif was arrested in June 2012. In May 2014 he was found guilty of breaking Saudi Arabia's 
strict technology laws and insulting Islamic religious figures by creating and managing an 
online forum. 


He was sentenced to 10 years in prison, 1,000 lashes, a fine of 1 million Saudi Riyal (over 
a quarter of a million US dollars), and prevented from using any kind of media or travelling 
until 2034. 


Raif's sentence stems from his creation of the website 'Saudi Arabian Liberials', which he 
envisaged as a forum for political and social debate. He was subsequently charged for 
content he had posted to the site, including an article published on Valentine's Day 2012 
in which he was accused of ridiculing Saudi Arabia's religious police, the Commission on 
the Promotion of Virtue and Prevention of Vice - as well as failing to remove 'offensive' 
posts by other contributors. 


А CARTOON AGAINST EVERY LASH (21) #FreeRalf 


Aseem Trivedi is an independent cartoonist and free speech activist from New 
Delhi, India. He is creating a cartoon for each of the 50 lashes Raif Badawi has 
received. Above is number 21 in his series of 50. Vive Charlie will be featuring 
his cartoons each week so please follow him on Twitter. 

@aseem_trivedi 


А letter to the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Human Rights 


Abolish Blasphemy Laws 


Human Rights for Atheists, Agnostics & Secularists 


To: 
The Honorable Zeid Ra'ad Al Hussein, United 
Nations Hieh Commissioner for Human Rights 


Office of the United Nations Commission on 
Human Rights, Palais des Nations, CH-1211 
Geneva 10, Switzerland. 


Re: Freedoms and Rights for Nonreligious and 
Secular People Worldwide 


Dear Mr. Zeid Ra’ad Al Hussein: 


We the signers humbly ask you to consider both 
a human rights petition and concern shared by a 
growing number of people persecuted for non- 
belief in religious dogma, including millions ۴ 
atheists, agnostics and secularists around the 
world. Both the petition and the concern regard 
the enactment and enforcement of so-called 
blasphemy laws and their offshoots, such as 
defamation of religion and religious-insult “hate 
speech” legislation, in member states. The reality 
is that these blasphemy laws and “hate speech” 
legislation violate the cornerstone rights of 
freedom of expression, thought and conscience, 
tenuously upheld by the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights (1976), Articles 18 
and 19 in particular. 


Advocates of blasphemy legislation and its 
offshoots argue that these laws protect the 
harmony of pluralistic societies. However, as 
demonstrated by a number of conclusive studies 
(available upon request) the enforcement of 
blasphemy laws actually deepens divisions 
among religious and secular groups, creating 
unnecessary civil unrest. 


Discrimination and Dictatorship 
In practice, blasphemy laws are used to infringe 


upon basic human rights, often utilized in a 
discriminatory and dictatorial manner, as they 


bestow upon inhumane leaders the legal means 
by which these rulers can persecute both 
religious minorities and non-religious groups 
alike. 


Such legislation Frequently leads to arbitrary 
arrest; detention; poor treatment in custody, 
including torture and death; dubious legal 
procedures; and poor application of justice. 
Additionally, the definition of ап alleged 
blasphemy offense often lies in the hands of police 
and judicial authorities, again wielded arbitrarily 
and dictatorially. 


Abuses of blasphemy legislation include the 
following: 


e Governments have used blasphemy laws to 
silence political opponents. 


e Religious authorities employ blasphemy 
legislation to impose doctrinal orthodoxy on 
members of religious groups, often with the 
sanction of the state. 


e Religious extremists utilize blasphemy laws to 
attack other sects, critics and nonbelievers, 
frequently Fatally. 


e Unscrupulous individuals have fabricated 
blasphemy charges against others іп local, 
communal disputes. 


e Vigilante mobs have committed violence 
against innocent and/or defenseless individuals 
accused of blasphemy, whether or not truthfully. 


(Specific instances of the above-mentioned 
abuses are also available upon request.) 


Moreover, blasphemy and “religious insult” 
legislation often is discriminatory based on social 
class and status, since it creates provisions 
whereby a skilled and educated defendant stands 


far less chance of prosecution than a less 
educated and privileged individual. 


Suppression of Basic Freedoms and Other 
Objections 


Even in relatively democratic regions, blasphemy 
and religious-insult “hate speech” laws have a 
universal “chilling effect” upon normal freedom 
of expression, including and especially free 
speech and the right to dissent. 


Blasphemy legislation is a species of libel with no 
real rules of evidence or proof. 


Blasphemy laws are either exclusive, favoring опе 
religion over others, or else try to be inclusive, in 
which case they may be inadequate for 
protecting religious beliefs in conflict with one 
another. 


Moreover, the legal criteria for recognition as an 
authorized or accepted religious group - where 
laws do not protect a specific, established 
religion - can be problematic and often are 
defined poorly. 


Petition by Human Rights for Atheists, Agnostics 
and Secularists 


To oppose arbitrary and barbaric blasphemy 
legislation, our organization Human Rights for 
Atheists, Agnostics and Secularists has created 
a petition, attached below, appealing to the 
United Nations to amend Articles 1.3, 13.1 (b), 
55 (c) € 76 (c) of the Charter of the United 
Nations and the Statute of the International 
Court of Justice to include the non-religious and 
secular as an expressly protected group. 


In so amending, the United Nations would be 
sending a clear message to its member states 
that imprisoning, torturing, executing and 
otherwise molesting secularists and 
nonbelievers such as atheists and agnostics is 
incompatible with basic human rights. As it 
presently stands, there are 13 countries around 
the world that can execute secularists and 
nonbelievers, along with many others that 
prescribe imprisonment and/or issue fines to 
those who do not share the majority religious 
view of the state or who are accused of “religious 
insult” or “hate speech.” 


The primary aim of this limb of our petition - 
which has the support of Richard Dawkins, Sam 
Harris, Ricky Gervais, Roseanne Barr and other 


secular, Christian, Jewish, Muslim, Buddhist and 
Hindu signatories - is to bind memberstates that 
have refused to sign the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights (1976). Our petition 
also aims to implore the United Nations to amend 
the ICCPR by narrowing and tempering the 
restrictions on freedom of expression enunciated 
in Articles 18.3 and 19.3 (a) and (b), as well as 
Article 20.2. 


In this regard, our petition is in line with the 
proclamation made in 2011 by the United 
Nations Human Rights Committee, which 
declared that “prohibitions of displays oF lack of 
respect for a religion or other belief system, 
including blasphemy laws, are incompatible with 
the [ICCPR]" (See; Human Rights Committee, 
“General comment no. 34, Article 19: Freedoms 
of opinion and expression,” UN Doc. CCPR/C/ 
GC/34, para. 48; 2011.) 


We thank you for your time and hope that you 
give this matter the attention that it deserves, 
on behalf of millions ۵۴ human beings globally. 


Sincerely, 


Michael Sherlock 
Founder and Co-Chairperson, Human Rights for 
Atheists, Agnostics and Secularists 


D.M. Murdock 
Co-Chairperson, Human Rights for Atheists, 
Agnostics and Secularists 


Michael Nugent 
Chairperson of Atheist Ireland 


Human Rights for Atheists, Agnostics and Secularists: 


Website: humanrightsforaas.org 
Facebook: www.facebook.com 


PETITION LINK: www.change.org 
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